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International Law— Unrecognized Government— Liability to be Sued. — In an 
action against an unrecognized foreign government for conversion of property, 
held, the defendant was not immune from suit. Wulfsohn v. Russian Socialist 
Federated Soviet (App. Div. 1st Dept. 1922) 192 N. Y. Supp. 282. 

One recognized government cannot be sued in the courts of another. Oetjen 
v. Central Leather Co. (1918) 246 U. S. 297, 38 Sup. Ct. 309 (semble) ; neither can 
a foreign de facto government; American Banana Co. v. United Fruit Co. (1909) 
213 U. S. 347, 29 Sup. Ct. 511 (semble) ; nor a business organization maintained 
and managed by a foreign government. Mason v. Intercolonial Ry. of Canada 
(1908) 197 Mass. 349, 83 N. E. 876. But a foreign corporation, organized to 
carry out the policy of a foreign government, can be used. Molina v. Commission 
Reguladora (1918) 91 N. J. L. 382, 103 Atl. 397. However, the legality of the 
acts authorized by the foreign government will not be questioned. Molina v. Com- 
mission Reguladora (1918) 92 N. J. L. 38, 104 Atl. 450. A court has jurisdiction 
to hear a foreign state which voluntarily appears as a defendant. Manning and 
Glcnton v. Nicaragua (N. Y. 1857) 14 How. Pr. 517. Also in an action brought by 
a foreign government the defendant can set off any claims arising from the same 
cause of action. See Rowan v. Sharps' Rifle Mfg. Co. (1862) 31 Conn. 1, 23. 
But a counter claim arising from a different cause of action will not be allowed 
simply because the defendant has no other remedy. Rowan v. Sharps' Rifle Mfg. 
Co., supra. Foreign governments are given immunity from suit because it is 
essential for international peace. Cf. Hatch v. Baez (N. Y. 1876) 7 Hun 596. 
This reason does not apply to an unrecognized government as there is no comity 
between the nations. The court in the instant case regarded the defendant as a 
foreign corporation. There is no difficulty in holding that a foreign corporation 
cannot sue but may be sued. Finch v. Zenith Furnace Co. (1909) 146 111. App. 
257. But, as the fact that there is no comity is sufficient reason to remove the 
immunity which ordinarily prevents a foreign government from being sued, there 
was no necessity for treating the Soviet government as a foreign corporation. 

Landlord and Tenant — Lease for Temporary Purpose — Implied Warranty of 
Suitability. — The plaintiff leased two furnished flats from the defendant for 
eight months. The house was uninhabitable because of bedbugs. In an action to 
recover rent paid in advance, held, that since this was a lease for a temporary 
purpose there was an implied warranty of suitability, and therefore the plaintiff 
could recover. Young v. Povich (Me. 1922) 116 Atl. 26. 

In a lease of premises for business purposes there is no implied warranty 
of reasonable suitableness for the use intended. Wood v. Carson (1917) 257 Pa. 
St. 522, 101 All. 811 (dye works) ; Davis v. George (1892) 67 N. H. 393, 39 Atl. 
979 (hotel) ; contra, Davey v. Christoff (1916) 36 Ont. L. R. 123 (theatre) ; (1916) 
16 Columbia Law Rev. 609. Nor is there such a warranty in the lease of an 
unfurnished dwelling. Griffin v. Freeborn (1914) 181 Mo. App. 203, 168 S. W. 219. 
In England it was held that such a warranty is implied in a lease of a furnished 
dwelling house for a short term at a watering place. Smith v. Marrable (1843) 
11 M. & W. *5. This case is limited to its precise facts in its own jurisdiction. 
See Hart v. Windsor (1844) 12 M. & W. *68, *87; Sutton v. Temple (1843) 12 M. 
& W. *52, *60 et seq. The weight of American authority, however, is that not 
even in this case is there a warranty of suitability. Murray v. Albertson (1887) 50 
N. J. L. 167, 13 Atl. 394; see Fisher v. Lighthall (1885) 18 D. C. 82, 85 et seq.; 
Rubens v. Hill (1904) 115 111. App. 565, 574, aff'd (1906) 213 111. 523, 73 N. E. 1127; 
contra, Ingalls v. Hobbs (1892) 156 Mass. 348, 31 N. E. 286; Morgenthau v. 
Ehrich (1912) 77 Misc. 139, 136 N. Y. Supp. 146 (but see Franklin v. Brown 
(1889) 118 N. Y. 110, 114, 73 N. E. 126). Though opposed by the weight of 



